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Before: CANBY, GRABER, and M. SMITH, Circuit Judges.   

John E. and Shelley A. Erickson appeal pro se from the district court’s

summary judgment in their action arising from their home loan.  We have

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo, Olsen v. Idaho State Bd.

of Med., 363 F.3d 916, 922 (9th Cir. 2004), and we affirm.

The district court properly granted summary judgment for the reasons stated

in its order entered on March 2, 2011. 

The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying the Ericksons’

motion for reconsideration because the Ericksons failed to show grounds

warranting reconsideration.  See Sch. Dist. No. 1J, Multnomah Cnty., Or. v.

ACandS, Inc., 5 F.3d 1255, 1262-63 (9th Cir. 1993) (setting forth standard of

review and grounds for reconsideration).

The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying the Ericksons’

motions for recusal.  See United States v. Studley, 783 F.2d 934, 939-40 (9th Cir.

1986) (setting forth standard of review and noting that a litigant’s threats to sue a

judge are not grounds for recusal).
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The Ericksons’ remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

We do not consider matters not specifically and distinctly raised and argued

in the opening brief, nor arguments and allegations raised for the first time on

appeal.  See Padgett v. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009) (per curiam).

The Ericksons’ motion to file an oversized reply brief is granted, and the

Clerk is directed to file the reply brief received on October 28, 2011.  To the extent

the Ericksons’ filings seek to supplement the record with documents that were not

presented to the district court, the request is denied.

AFFIRMED.


